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(5) LOOK-THRU RULES FOR PARTNERSHIPS.—

Paragraph (6) of section 265(b) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) LOOK-THRU RULES FOR PARTNERSHIPS.—
In the case of a corporation which is a part-
ner in a partnership, such corporation shall
be treated for purposes of this subsection as
holding directly its allocable share of the as-
sets of the partnership.’’

(6) APPLICATION OF PRO RATA DISALLOWANCE
ON AFFILIATED GROUP BASIS.—Subsection (b)
of section 265 is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(7) APPLICATION OF DISALLOWANCE ON AF-
FILIATED GROUP BASIS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, all members of an affiliated group
filing a consolidated return under section
1501 shall be treated as 1 taxpayer.

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF INSURANCE COMPA-
NIES.—This subsection shall not apply to an
insurance company, and subparagraph (A)
shall be applied without regard to any mem-
ber of an affiliated group which is an insur-
ance company.’’

(6) DE MINIMIS EXCEPTION FOR NONFINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS.—Subsection (b) of section 265
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new paragraph:

‘‘(8) DE MINIMIS EXCEPTION FOR NON-
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—In the case of a
corporation, paragraph (1) shall not apply for
any taxable year if the amount described in
paragraph (2)(A) with respect to such cor-
poration does not exceed the lesser of—

‘‘(A) 2 percent of the amount described in
paragraph (2)(B), or

‘‘(B) $1,000,000.

The preceding sentence shall not apply to a
financial institution or to a dealer in tax-ex-
empt obligations.’’

(7) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The subsection
heading for section 265(b) is amended by
striking ‘‘FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS’’ and in-
serting ‘‘CORPORATIONS’’.

(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION 265(a)(2) WITH
RESPECT TO CONTROLLED GROUPS.—Para-
graph (2) of section 265(a) is amended after
‘‘obligations’’ by inserting ‘‘held by the tax-
payer (or any corporation which is a member
of a controlled group (as defined in section
267(f)(1)) which includes the taxpayer)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the
information of all my colleagues, I
think under the unanimous-consent re-
quest, already agreed to by the leader,
it has been agreed upon that we will
vote on this amendment, I believe it
will be the first amendment we will
vote on at 9 o’clock tomorrow morning.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
might the Senator from Illinois have 1
minute to comment at this point?

Mr. NICKLES. Certainly.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank

the Senator from New York.
I will be supporting the Senator from

Oklahoma. He is improving the proc-
ess. I will continue to fight for 100 per-
cent. Maybe the day will come when he
and I can both agree on a way to do it.

Mr. NICKLES. I hope so.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, par-

liamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, are we

in morning business?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are

not in morning business yet. We have

some time remaining yet on the actual
debate of the bill.

Mr. HARKIN. Further parliamentary
inquiry.

Under the rules of the Senate, under
the rules of which we are debating this
bill, if someone is recognized, since
there is no time limit, can that Sen-
ator yield time to other Senators for
purposes other than asking a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is my
understanding that when there is no
time limit, that each Senator would
have to get his own time on the bill.

Mr. HARKIN. Therefore, a Senator
may only yield for a question; is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He could
yield for a question provided it were a
question and not another speech.

Mr. GRAMM. Regular order, Mr.
President.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. I have completed my

statement.
I ask unanimous consent that Sen-

ator THURMOND be added as a cospon-
sor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
AMENDMENT NO. 552

(Purpose: To let families decide for them-
selves how best to use their child tax cred-
it)

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], for
himself, Mr. COATS, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. SMITH of New Hamp-
shire, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. ABRAHAM, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 552.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
SECTION 1. CHILD TAX CREDIT FLEXIBILITY.

On page 12, line 13, strike all through page
13, line 8, and on page 16, line 3, strike all
through page 17, line 6.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I have
sent this amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself, Senator COATS, Senator
NICKLES, Senator HUTCHINSON of Ar-
kansas, Senator GRAMS, Senator SMITH
of New Hampshire, Senator SESSIONS of
Alabama, and Senator ABRAHAM of
Michigan. I am going to try to be very
brief. I have a couple of my cosponsors
here who have waited to speak on this
amendment, and I hope we can accom-
modate them. We will all try to be
brief.

This is a very simple amendment.
For the last 4 years we have been talk-
ing about a $500-per-child tax credit.

Our argument has always been the
same: We want to let families decide
how to invest their own money in their
own children and for their own futures.

The whole purpose of a $500 tax credit
was to allow families to invest their
own money—which after all they
earned—in the education, housing, nu-
trition, nurturing, and health care of
their children.

This is what the whole tax debate is
about: It was in the Contract With
America and even President Clinton
has endorsed it. Nobody ever disputed
the fact that the purpose here was a
clear-cut tax cut to let families decide
how to spend their own money on their
own children. Remember, this is not all
of their money; only $500 per child.

Out of the Finance Committee has
come a provision that says for children
13 to 16, in order to get the tax credit,
you have to put it into an education
account. And remarkably, it saves
money for one, and only one, reason:
because some people will not take the
tax credit.

Mr. President, if there has ever been
an effort to go back on a deal, this is
it. I think families ought to be able to
invest in an individual retirement ac-
count. I think they ought to be able to
set aside the money for that purpose.
But the idea of making them do it is
Government paternalism in its worst
form.

So what I am asking that we do is
live up to what we said. I am asking
that we give the $500 tax credit and
that we give it for every age of a child
covered, and that we let that child’s fa-
ther and that child’s mother decide
what is in their best interest.

I think what we are trying to do here
is dissuade people from taking their
$500 tax credit by playing God with
what they are supposed to use that
money for. I know the intentions are
good. I know they were aimed at trying
to bring people together. But a deal is
a deal. I have heard everybody here
talk about a budget deal and what the
President got and what we got and
what we agreed to; but we had a deal
with the American family. The deal
with the American family was a $500
tax credit that the family got to spend.

If we were reneging on a deal with
the President, oh, people would be
jumping up and down screaming, hol-
lering, ‘‘But we promised the Presi-
dent,’’ or if the Democrats were trying
to do something that was not in the
budget deal, some would say, ‘‘Well,
the President promised us.’’ This does
not have to do with the President. This
does not have to do with us—it has to
do with the families of America.

We are not living up to the deal. This
is a lousy provision, and it should be
removed. I am not saying there are not
good intentions and I am not saying
this is not part of some political deal.
I am saying it is an unacceptable provi-
sion. It should not be in here. It fails to
live up to the deal we made with the
American people, and it needs to come
out.


